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F203-1
Sections 4.2.4, 4.2.7.3 and 4.2.8.2 identify agencies with the
authority and responsibility for safety standards, design reviews,
and compliance inspections. Section 2.1 and Appendix C3-2
identify applicable safety standards.

The lead agencies directed preparation of the Independent Risk
Assessment (IRA), and the U.S. Department of Energy's Sandia
National Laboratories independently reviewed it, as discussed in
Section 4.2 and Appendix C. Section 4.2.7.6 and the IRA (Appendix
C1) discuss the models and assumptions used and the verification
process. Sandia National Laboratories (Appendix C2) concluded
that the models used were appropriate and produced valid results.

The IRA evaluates the consequences of a potential vapor cloud
(flash) fire, as discussed in Section 4.2.7.6 and the IRA (Appendix
C1). The IRA determined that the consequences of the worst
credible accident involving a vapor cloud fire would be more than
5.7 NM from shore at the closest point, as summarized in Table
4.2-1. Figure 2.1-2, Consequence Distances Surrounding the
FSRU Location for Worst Credible Events, depicts the maximum
distance from the FSRU in any direction that could be affected in
the event of an accident. The shape and direction of the affected
area within the circle depicted in Figure 2.1-2 would depend on
wind conditions and would be more like a cone than a circle, but
would not reach the shoreline.

F203-2
Section 1.5 contains information on the public review and comment
opportunities provided by the lead agencies in full conformance
with the provisions of the law. Both the CSLC and MARAD/USCG
have met or exceeded the public notice requirements for this
Project (see Sections 1.5.1 and 1.5.3).

In accordance with NEPA and the CEQA regulations, the lead
Federal and State agencies have responded specifically to all
comments, both oral and written, that concern the Project's
environmental issues received during public comment periods. All
comments and responses are included in the Final EIS/EIR.

A Revised Draft EIR was recirculated in March 2006 under the
CEQA for an additional public review period of 60 days. Sections
1.4 and 1.5.3.2 contain additional information on this topic.

Section 1.1 discusses regulations and agencies involved in the
licensing and potential approval of the proposed Project. The
USCG and MARAD will hold a final public hearing on the license



with a 45-day comment period before the Federal Record of
Decision is issued. The CSLC also will hold a hearing to certify the
EIR and make the decision whether to grant a lease.

F203-3
Section 4.6, Air Quality, of the March 2006 Revised Draft EIR and
seven of thirty appendices comprise the extensive analyses of the
potential impacts of the proposed Project and mitigation to address
potential impacts. The included information more than meets the
standards for adequacy of an EIR as defined in section 15151 of
the State CEQA Guidelines and facilitated a thorough review by
both members of the public and public agencies.

The information referenced in the document comprises all files and
data used to create the analyses within the March 2006 Revised
Draft EIR, all of which was provided to the Environmental Defense
Center (EDC) in a timely manner. These data and information
enabled the consultant retained by the EDC to replicate the
modeling performed for the document's analyses and submit
comments by the end of the extended review period.

F203-4
The three individuals who were inadvertently overlooked following
their online request for a copy of the document, which was released
for public review on March 13, 2006, received copies on or about
April 3, 2006. This circumstance was considered in the decision to
extend the review period by 15 additional days.

F203-5
As indicated in the response to Comment F203-2, the public
comment period was extended to May 12 to provide a 60-day
public review period for the March 2006 Revised Draft EIR rather
than the 45-day review period required by the State CEQA
Guidelines. The information contained on the missing figures in
Appendix J3 "Geologic and Geotechnical Evaluation of Proposed
Center Road and Line 225 Loop Pipeline Routes for BHP Cabrillo
Port Project," which were inadvertently left off the initial CD version
of the document, was reflected in the information and analyses
contained within the March 2006 Revised Draft EIR. Members of
the public had 51 days from the time the figures were posted on the
web site to review them. Although errata postcards were mailed to
all recipients of the Revised Draft, no one requested copies of the
Appendix J3 figures. In addition, all CDs sent to the public following
the initial reporting of the matter contained the entirety of the
printed document.
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F203-5 Continued

F203-6
See the response to Comment F203-1. Table 4.2-2 and Sections
4.2.6.1 and 4.2.7.6 contain information on the threat of terrorist
attacks. The Project has been modified since issuance of the March
2006 Revised Draft EIR. See Section 1.4.2 for a summary of
Project changes. Section 4.6.1.3 contains a revised discussion of
Project emissions and proposed control measures. Section 4.6.4
discusses the health effects attributed to air pollutants and includes
revised impacts and mitigation measures. Section 4.7.4 discusses
the Project's potential impacts on the marine environment. Section
4.7.4 contains information on impacts on marine biological
resources and mitigation measures to address potential impacts.

F203-7
Section 1.1.1 contains information on the process used by the
Deepwater Port Act (DWPA) of 1974, as amended, which
establishes a licensing system for ownership, construction and
operation of deepwater port (DWP) facilities. As discussed, the role
of the Maritime Administration (MARAD) is to balance the
Congressionally imposed mandates (33 U.S.C. 1501) of the DWPA,
including those to protect the environment; the interests of the
United States and those of adjacent coastal states in the location,
construction, and operation of deepwater ports; and the interests of
adjacent coastal states concerning the right to regulate growth,
determine land use, and otherwise protect the environment in
accordance with law.

At the same time, the California State Lands Commission (CSLC) is
reviewing the application to ultimately decide whether to grant the
Applicant a lease to cross State sovereign lands. As described in
Section 1.2.1, "[t]he CSLC authorizes leasing of State lands to
qualified applicants based on what it deems to be in the best
interest of the State in compliance with the [California
Environmental Quality Act]."

Section 1.1.2 contains information on the Governor of California's
role in DWP licensing. As discussed, MARAD may not issue a
license without the approval of the Governor of the adjacent coastal
state (33 U.S.C. 1503(c)(8)). Section 1.1.3 contains information on
the role of the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (USEPA):
"[t]he Port must meet all Federal and State requirements and is
required to obtain air and water discharge permits from the
USEPA." Section 1.2.1 contains additional information on Federal
and State responsibilities. Section 1.1.4 contains information on the



role of the CSLC to consider whether or not to grant a lease of
State lands for the subsea pipelines. The lease may also include
conditions relating to those parts of the Project not located on the
lease premises. As described in Section 1.3.1, one of the main
purposes of the EIS/EIR for MARAD is to "(f)acilitate a
determination of whether the Applicant has demonstrated that the
DWP would be located, constructed, and operated in a manner that
represents the best available technology necessary to prevent or
minimize any adverse impacts on the marine environment."

The USEPA, the U.S. Department of Commerce, including NOAA's
National Marine Fisheries Service (NMFS or NOAA Fisheries
Service), and the U.S. Department of the Interior, including the
Minerals Management Service and the U.S. Fish and Wildlife
Service, are cooperating Federal agencies.

As discussed in Section 1.3.2, for significant impacts, the CSLC
must adopt a Statement of Overriding Considerations to approve
the Project if the specific economic, legal, social, technological, or
other benefits of a proposed project outweigh the unavoidable
adverse environmental effects (State CEQA Guidelines section
15093(a)). After the CSLC's decision, other State and local
agencies may take actions on the Project, i.e., on related permits or
necessary approvals. These agencies include the California Public
Utilities Commission, the California Coastal Commission, the
California Department of Fish and Game, the California Air
Resources Board, the Los Angeles Regional Water Quality Control
Board, the California Department of Transportation, the City of
Oxnard and/or Ventura County (for the onshore part of the Project
within the coastal zone), and local air quality control districts such
as the Ventura County Air Pollution Control District and the South
Coast Air Quality Management District. Section 1.4.2 contains
information on the changes to the proposed Project that have been
made during the environmental review process.

Section 1.5 contains information on opportunities for public
comment. After the MARAD final license hearing, the public will
have 45 days to comment on the Final EIS/EIR and the license
application. The Federal and State agencies will have an additional
45 days to provide comments to the MARAD Administrator. The
Administrator must issue the Record of Decision within 90 days
after the final license hearing. The CSLC will hold a hearing to
certify the EIR and make the decision whether to grant a lease. The
California Coastal Commission will also hold a hearing. Comments
received will be evaluated before any final decision is made
regarding the proposed Project.
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California Senate Bill 426 (Simitian), which would have created a
ranking process for different LNG projects, was re-referred to the
California Assembly Committee on Utilities and Commerce on
August 24, 2006. As of November 30, 2006, the Legislature's
Current Bill Status shows it as "From Assembly without further
action," which ended the consideration of the bill during the
2005-06 Legislative Session.

F203-8
Your statement is included in the public record and will be taken
into account by decision-makers when they consider the proposed
Project.
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F204-1
The Project has been modified since issuance of the March 2006
Revised Draft EIR. See Section 1.4.2 for a summary of Project
changes. The following Project changes would reduce emissions of
nitrogen oxide and other air pollutants:
- Reduction in the number of LNG carriers and change in crew
vessel trips;
- Use of natural gas to power LNG carriers in California Coastal
Waters;
- Diesel-fueled support vessels with emission controls; and
- Use of specific engine standards for onshore construction
equipment.
The Applicant has committed to implement the following additional
measure to reduce air emissions:
- Repowering of existing non-Project vessels with cleaner-burning
engines.
These changes required revisions to air pollutant emission
estimates and related air quality analyses. Section 4.6.1.3 contains
revised information on Project emissions and proposed control
measures. Section 4.6.4 discusses the health effects attributed to
air pollutants and includes revised impacts and mitigation
measures.

Sections 4.2.4, 4.2.7.3 and 4.2.8.2 identify agencies with the
authority and responsibility for safety standards, design reviews,
and compliance inspections. Section 2.1 and Appendix C3-2
identify applicable safety standards.

The lead agencies directed preparation of the Independent Risk
Assessment (IRA), and the U.S. Department of Energy's Sandia
National Laboratories independently reviewed it, as discussed in
Section 4.2 and Appendix C. Section 4.2.7.6 and the IRA (Appendix
C1) discuss the models and assumptions used and the verification
process. Sandia National Laboratories (Appendix C2) concluded
that the models used were appropriate and produced valid results.

The IRA evaluates the consequences of a potential vapor cloud
(flash) fire, as discussed in Section 4.2.7.6 and the IRA (Appendix
C1). The IRA determined that the consequences of the worst
credible accident involving a vapor cloud fire would be more than
5.7 NM from shore at the closest point, as summarized in Table
4.2-1. Figure 2.1-2, Consequence Distances Surrounding the
FSRU Location for Worst Credible Events, depicts the maximum
distance from the FSRU in any direction that could be affected in
the event of an accident. The shape and direction of the affected
area within the circle depicted in Figure 2.1-2 would depend on
wind conditions and would be more like a cone than a circle, but



would not reach the shoreline.

F204-2
As stated in Sections 1.0 and 2.8, the Applicant's projected FSRU
in-service life is a maximum of 40 years, after which the FSRU
would be decommissioned and removed from the mooring point
and towed to a shipyard.

Section 1.1.1 contains information on the terms and conditions of
the Federal license, which has no expiration date and would remain
valid as long as the operator remains in compliance with the
license. MARAD retains the authority to revoke or suspend the
license at any time if any of the conditions of license is no longer
satisfied.

If the Project is licensed, it would be subject to monitoring over its
life span. For example, the USEPA will require regular reports as
part of its NPDES permit; non-compliance with permit requirements
will result in fines/penalties and/or require a new/revised NPDES
permit, which will be open for public comment. The USEPA can
also make the determination and direct that supplemental NEPA
documentation is required.

Depending on the type(s) of air permits and the agency that issues
them, regular reporting also will be required. Again, non-compliance
with permit(s) requirements will result in fines/penalties and/or
require new/revised air permit(s). Since the USEPA would issue the
construction and operations permit, then any new or revised permit
would be open for public comment. The USEPA can also make the
determination and direct that supplemental NEPA documentation is
required. The USFWS and NOAA will be part of developing
monitoring/mitgation programs for terrestrial biota, fisheries, and
marine mammals. The USFWS and NOAA can request USEPA to
require supplemental NEPA documentation.

Section 1.2 discusses dependence on foreign energy sources.

F204-3
Section 1.0, "Introduction," has been updated to more clearly
specify the throughput figures used in the environmental analysis.
As stated, "Under normal operating conditions, the annual average
throughput would be 800 million cubic feet per day; however, the
Applicant has calculated that maximum operating scenarios would
allow deliveries of up to 1.2 billion cubic feet per day, or the gas
equivalent 1.5 billion cubic feet per day on an hourly basis for a
maximum of six hours. These operating conditions would only be in
effect if SoCalGas were to offer the Applicant the opportunity to
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provide additional gas in cases of supply interruption elsewhere in
the SoCalGas system or extremely high power demand, for
example, during hot summer days." In addition, applicable sections
of the document have been updated similarly to clarify the
throughput figures used in the analysis, including Sections 4.6, 4.7,
4.14, and 4.18.

F204-4
The Project has been modified since issuance of the March 2006
Revised Draft EIR. See Section 1.4.2 for a summary of Project
changes. Section 4.1.8 contains a detailed description of the
marine climatic setting. Section 4.6.1.2 has been revised to provide
an expanded discussion of the potential transport of offshore air
pollutant emissions to onshore areas due to meteorological
conditions. Section 4.6.4 contains revised analyses of the impacts
on air quality from the emissions of criteria pollutants, ozone
precursors, and toxic air pollutants from the FSRU and Project
vessels.

The air dispersion modeling analysis of the criteria air pollutant
emissions from FSRU and Project vessel operational activities
includes prediction of impacts at receptors located from the
coastline to 2 miles inland spanning approximately 44 miles from
Ventura to Malibu. Additional receptors were also placed along the
coastline spanning approximately 38 miles from Malibu to the Palos
Verdes Peninsula located directly south of Los Angeles.

F204-5
Ventura County Air Pollution Control District (VCAPCD) Rule 26.2
and South Coast Air Quality Management District (SCAQMD) New
Source Review Regulation XIII are applicable only to stationary
source emissions. Further, the USEPA has made a preliminary
determination that the emission offsets requirements outlined in
VCAPCD Rule 26.2 are not applicable to Cabrillo Port equipment
and operations.

F204-6
As indicated in Section 4.10.1.3, California Energy Action Plan, "To
offset some of the demand for natural gas, California is increasing
its energy conservation programs, will retire less efficient power
plants, and is diversifying its fuel mix by accelerating the
Renewables Portfolio Standard. However, according to the State's
2005 Energy Action Plan, California must also promote
infrastructure enhancements, such as additional pipeline and
storage capacity, and diversify supply sources to include liquefied
natural gas (LNG)." Contrary to the comment, the CEC has studied
whether California needs to import LNG to meet its energy needs
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and concludes, as indicated above, that it does.

As also discussed in Section 4.10.1.3, the CPUC recently
reaffirmed that both the State's Integrated Energy Policy Report
and Energy Action Plan recognize the need for additional natural
gas supplies from LNG terminals on the West Coast: "However,
even with strong demand reduction efforts and our goal of 20%
renewables for electric generation by 2010, demand for natural gas
in California is expected to roughly remain the same, rather than
decrease, over the next 10 years. This is because, a substantial
portion of the other 80% of electric generation (not met by
renewable energy sources) will need natural gas as its fuel source,
and natural gas will still be needed for the growing number of
residential and business customers of the natural gas utilities."
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F204-6 Continued

F204-7
NEPA does not require "worst-case analysis" but does require the
agency to prepare a summary of existing relevant and credible
scientific evidence and an evaluation of adverse impacts based on
generally accepted scientific approaches or research methods.
However, the Independent Risk Assessment (IRA) (Appendix C1)
defines and evaluates representative worst credible cases
(scenarios of events that would lead to the most serious potential
impacts on public safety). These included accidents that would
affect one, two, or all three tanks of the FSRU.

As shown in Tables 4.2-1, 4.2-2, 4.2-7, and 4.2-8, the release of the
contents of all three tanks (the entire contents of the FSRU and an
attending LNG carrier) is addressed in the escalation scenario
associated with a large intentional event. Section 4.2.7.6 contains
additional information on how intentional events are addressed.
Although the 2006 U.S. Department of Energy's Sandia National
Laboratories third-party technical review of the 2004 IRA found that
the three-tank simultaneous release (a massive LNG release in a
short time period) was not credible, Sandia recommended the
consideration of a cascading (escalation) three-tank scenario.

F204-8
Section 4.16.4 contains information on commercial shipping.
Section 4.15.4 contains information on impacts on recreational
boating. As stated in Section 4.2.3, "[t]he LNG carriers would use
routes that are farther from shore than the FSRU and therefore
farther away than the FSRU from most recreational boating and
fishing areas and the vessel traffic lanes. As such, LNG carriers
would not present risks or hazards to the general onshore public
while in transit to the FSRU." The FSRU would be located 3.5 NM
(3.54 miles) from the eastern boundary of the Point Mugu Sea
Range (Pacific Missile Range). Impacts MT-5 and MT-6 in Section
4.3.4 address potential Project impacts on Naval and Point Mugu
Sea Range operations. Section 4.7.4 contains information on
potential impacts on marine biological resources and mitigation
measures to address such impacts.

Table 4.3-1 contains information on the number and representative
sizes of vessels transiting the Project area. The IRA contains an
independent evaluation of potential collisions of vessels with the
FSRU. The collision analysis conducted for the IRA included those
ships capable of damaging the FSRU. Section 3.3.3 of the IRA
contains information on the number and types of vessels known to



be or anticipated to be in the Project area and the estimated
frequency of ship collisions. Table 4.3-5 summarizes the risks of a
ship colliding with the FSRU, as identified by the Applicant.

Section 4.3.1.4 contains information on the safety measures that
would be implemented to avoid collisions. As stated, "[a]ll Project
vessels would be required to follow the International Maritime
Organization's (IMO's) Convention on the International Regulations
for the Prevention of Vessel Collisions at Sea. These rules govern
the actions of all vessels in international waters and determine the
actions a vessel must take to take to avoid a collision and for
crossing traffic separation lanes." Section 4.3.2 contains
information on other international treaties and standards; national
laws/regulations; and local, port, or area-specific rules in place to
prevent vessel collisions, groundings, and other accidents; allow for
safe operations at port facilities; provide for the security of the
United States; protect the environment; promote safety; and allow
enforcement of other applicable laws. Impacts MT-1, MT-2, and
MT-3 in Section 4.3.4 contain information on impacts, including
potential vessel collisions, from an increase in maritime traffic and
congestion due to Project construction and operation and the
presence of the FSRU and LNG carriers, and mitigation measures
to address such impacts.

The IRA evaluates the consequences of a potential vapor cloud
(flash) fire, as discussed in Section 4.2.7.6 and the IRA. Section
4.2.7.2 and the IRA contain information on other LNG risk-related
scenarios that were evaluated, including vapor cloud explosions
and pool fires. Table 4.2-1 shows the maximum consequence
distances from the FSRU that would result from an accident at the
FSRU. As shown in Table 2.1-2, the distance from the proposed
location of the FSRU to the closest point of the shipping lanes is
2.06 NM (2.4 miles). As stated in Section 4.2.7.2, a vapor cloud
explosion "would be confined to a local area." As stated in Section
4.3 of the IRA, "[p]ool fire hazards are not predicted to reach the
coastwise shipping lane..." The IRA determined that the
consequences of the worst credible accident involving a vapor
cloud fire would encompass the shipping lane. Figure 2.1-2,
Consequence Distances Surrounding the FSRU Location for Worst
Credible Events, depicts the maximum distance from the FSRU in
any direction that could be affected in the event of an accident. The
shape and direction of the affected area within the circle depicted in
Figure 2.1-2 would depend on wind conditions and would be more
like a cone than a circle. A methane fire would not be behave as a
single large fireball traveling with force, but instead an assemblage
of many small fires whose ignition and duration would vary. As
stated in Section 4.3 of the IRA, the "exposure time within the
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shipping lane occurs about 30 minutes after the initiating event,
which could allow for notification and response. The exposure time
within the shipping lane is for about another 30 minutes, until the
vapor cloud dispersion falls below the lower flammability limit."

Impact MT-4 in Section 4.3.4 contains information on potential
impacts of this type of incident on marine traffic and the measures
that would take place if an incident occurred. AM PS-2a, AM
MT-3a, AM MT-3b, and AM MT-3c are measures the Applicant has
incorporated into the proposed Project that address this impact.
MM PS-3b and MM MT-3f are mitigation measures that address
this potential impact. If an incident were to occur, the Applicant
would initiate emergency shutdown procedures and use all of their
available communication devices on the FSRU and other Project
vessels to immediately notify vessels in the area, including hailing
and Securite broadcasts. Ideally, such warnings would allow
vessels in the area to undertake evasive maneuvers to avoid or
minimize potential harm. As stated in Section 4.3.4, "[i]f an accident
were to occur, there would be unmitigable impacts on public safety
(Class I); however, the impact on marine traffic would be reduced to
a level that is below the marine traffic significance criteria (Class
II)."

F204-9
The United States Geological Survey (USGS) prepared the report
Comments on Potential Geologic and Seismic Hazards Affecting
Coastal Ventura County, California (Open-File Report 2004-1286,
2004), which is included as Appendix J1. The USGS report was
prepared in response to a letter from you to the USGS dated June
25, 2004, which specifically requested advice on geologic hazards
that should be considered in the review of proposed LNG facilities
offshore Ventura County, California, including the Cabrillo Port LNG
Deepwater Port Project. The USGS report examines the regional
seismic and geologic hazards that could affect proposed LNG
facilities in coastal Ventura County, California. Information from the
USGS report is incorporated in Section 4.11, which contains
information on seismic and geologic hazards, and conclusions from
the USGS report were used in the analysis. Appendices J2 through
J4 contain additional evaluations of seismic hazards.

F204-10
Section 4.13.1 contains information on sensitive land uses in
proximity to proposed and alternative pipeline routes, such as
schools. There are no schools in the immediate vicinity of either of
the proposed pipeline routes. Section 4.2.8 describes regulations
regarding pipelines, including the requirement to establish public
education programs to prevent and respond to pipeline
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emergencies. Section 4.2.8.4 contains information on the estimated
risk of Project pipeline incidents. Section 4.16.1.2 describes
emergency planning and response capabilities in the Project area.

The proposed pipelines within Oxnard city limits would meet
standards that are more stringent than those of existing pipelines
because they would meet the minimum design criteria for a U.S.
Department of Transportation (USDOT) Class 3 location. Also, MM
PS-4c includes the installation of additional mainline valves
equipped with either remote valve controls or automatic line break
controls. SoCalGas operates high-pressure natural gas pipelines
throughout Southern California.

F204-11
Section 4.19 describes the methodology used to evaluate the
Project's potential environmental justice impacts. The methodology
used incorporates guidelines from the USEPA's Toolkit for
Assessing Allegations of Environmental Injustice. Section 4.19.1.1
identifies a potential for the Project to have disproportionate
adverse impacts on minority communities. Section 4.19.4,
describes mitigation measures to minimize impacts on minority
communities.

The proposed pipelines would meet standards that are more
stringent than those of existing pipelines because they would meet
the minimum design criteria for a USDOT Class 3 location. Also,
MM PS-4c includes the installation of additional mainline valves
equipped with either remote valve controls or automatic line break
controls.

F204-12
The Project has been modified since issuance of the March 2006
Revised Draft EIR. See Section 1.4.2 for a summary of Project
changes. The previously proposed FSRU generator engine cooling
system used seawater as the source of cooling water for the four
generator engines. The Applicant now proposes using a closed
tempered loop cooling system that circulates water from two of the
eight submerged combustion vaporizers (SCVs) through the engine
room and back to the SCVs, which reduces the seawater intake
volume by about 60 percent. The seawater cooling system would
remain in place to serve as a backup system during maintenance of
the SCVs or when the inert gas generator is operating. Section
2.2.2.4 contains a description of the proposed uptakes and water
uses for the FSRU.

Section 4.7.4 contains information on uptake volumes and potential
impacts of seawater uptake and discharge on marine biota,
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including ichthyoplankton from intake of seawater and, from thermal
discharges of cooling water. The ichthyoplankton impact analysis
(Appendix H1) includes both literature results and data from
California Cooperative Oceanic Fisheries Investigations (CalCOFI)
surveys. CalCOFI surveys have been consistently collected over a
period of time and are the best scientific data currently available.

F204-13
Section 4.7.4 contains information on impacts on marine biological
resources and measures to address potential impacts. "Mysticetes"
in Section 4.7.1.5 contains information on gray whale migration
routes. BioMar-5, BioMar-8, BioMar-9, and BioMar-10 in Section
4.7.4 contain information on impacts on whales and other marine
mammals.

AM PS-1a AM PS-1b, AM PS-1c, AM PS-1d, AM MT-3a, AM
BioMar-9a, and AM BioMar-9b are measures the Applicant has
incorporated into the proposed Project. MM PS-1e, MM PS-1f, MM
PS-1g, MM BioMar-5a, MM BioMar-5b, MM BioMar-5c, MM
BioMar-10a, MM BioMar-10b, MM MT-3f, and MM NOI-1a are
mitigation measures that address these potential impacts.

F204-14
The Project has been modified since issuance of the March 2006
Revised Draft EIR. See Section 1.4.2 for a summary of Project
changes. Section 4.3.1.3 contains revised information on the
number of LNG carriers that would be expected to call on the FSRU
per week. Section 2.1 contains information on the regulations that
the LNG carriers must meet under Vessel Standards Certificates of
Class including the International Convention for the Prevention of
Pollution from Ships. "Wastewater Treatment and Discharge" in
Section 2.2.2.6 contains information on the amount of gray water
that would be discharged. Gray water would be discharged from the
FSRU in accordance with a facility-specific NPDES permit issued
by the USEPA. Section 4.18.2 contains information on the
regulations with which the Applicant would comply to treat,
discharge, and/or dispose of wastes and wastewaters. Section
4.18.4 contains additional information on this topic.

Impact HAZ-1 in Section 4.12.4 and Impact WAT-1 and WAT-5a in
Section 4.18.4 contain information on offshore Project impacts due
to discharges of oil, petroleum, hazardous materials, or sewage.
Impacts SOCIO-1, SOCIO-2, and SOCIO-3 in Section 4.16.4
contain information on Project impacts on commercial fisheries.
Section 4.15.1.1 contains information on offshore tourism, and
Impacts REC-1, REC-2, and REC-3 in Section 4.15.4 contain
information on impacts on offshore recreation.
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F204-15
Section 1.1.1 contains information on the process used by the
Deepwater Port Act (DWPA) of 1974, as amended, which
establishes a licensing system for ownership, construction and
operation of deepwater port (DWP) facilities. As discussed, the role
of the Maritime Administration (MARAD) is to balance the
Congressionally imposed mandates (33 U.S.C. 1501) of the DWPA,
including those to protect the environment; the interests of the
United States and those of adjacent coastal states in the location,
construction, and operation of deepwater ports; and the interests of
adjacent coastal states concerning the right to regulate growth,
determine land use, and otherwise protect the environment in
accordance with law.

At the same time, the California State Lands Commission (CSLC) is
reviewing the application to ultimately decide whether to grant the
Applicant a lease to cross State sovereign lands. As described in
Section 1.2.1, "[t]he CSLC authorizes leasing of State lands to
qualified applicants based on what it deems to be in the best
interest of the State in compliance with the [California
Environmental Quality Act]."

Section 1.1.2 contains information on the Governor of California's
role in DWP licensing. As discussed, MARAD may not issue a
license without the approval of the Governor of the adjacent coastal
state (33 U.S.C. 1503(c)(8)). Section 1.1.3 contains information on
the role of the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (USEPA):
"[t]he Port must meet all Federal and State requirements and is
required to obtain air and water discharge permits from the
USEPA." Section 1.2.1 contains additional information on Federal
and State responsibilities. Section 1.1.4 contains information on the
role of the CSLC to consider whether or not to grant a lease of
State lands for the subsea pipelines. The lease may also include
conditions relating to those parts of the Project not located on the
lease premises. As described in Section 1.3.1, one of the main
purposes of the EIS/EIR for MARAD is to "(f)acilitate a
determination of whether the Applicant has demonstrated that the
DWP would be located, constructed, and operated in a manner that
represents the best available technology necessary to prevent or
minimize any adverse impacts on the marine environment."

The USEPA, the U.S. Department of Commerce, including NOAA's
National Marine Fisheries Service (NMFS or NOAA Fisheries
Service), and the U.S. Department of the Interior, including the
Minerals Management Service and the U.S. Fish and Wildlife
Service, are cooperating Federal agencies.



As discussed in Section 1.3.2, for significant impacts, the CSLC
must adopt a Statement of Overriding Considerations to approve
the Project if the specific economic, legal, social, technological, or
other benefits of a proposed project outweigh the unavoidable
adverse environmental effects (State CEQA Guidelines section
15093(a)). After the CSLC's decision, other State and local
agencies may take actions on the Project, i.e., on related permits or
necessary approvals. These agencies include the California Public
Utilities Commission, the California Coastal Commission, the
California Department of Fish and Game, the California Air
Resources Board, the Los Angeles Regional Water Quality Control
Board, the California Department of Transportation, the City of
Oxnard and/or Ventura County (for the onshore part of the Project
within the coastal zone), and local air quality control districts such
as the Ventura County Air Pollution Control District and the South
Coast Air Quality Management District. Section 1.4.2 contains
information on the changes to the proposed Project that have been
made during the environmental review process.

Section 1.5 contains information on opportunities for public
comment. After the MARAD final license hearing, the public will
have 45 days to comment on the Final EIS/EIR and the license
application. The Federal and State agencies will have an additional
45 days to provide comments to the MARAD Administrator. The
Administrator must issue the Record of Decision within 90 days
after the final license hearing. The CSLC will hold a hearing to
certify the EIR and make the decision whether to grant a lease. The
California Coastal Commission will also hold a hearing. Comments
received will be evaluated before any final decision is made
regarding the proposed Project.

California Senate Bill 426 (Simitian), which would have created a
ranking process for different LNG projects, was re-referred to the
California Assembly Committee on Utilities and Commerce on
August 24, 2006. As of November 30, 2006, the Legislature's
Current Bill Status shows it as "From Assembly without further
action," which ended the consideration of the bill during the
2005-06 Legislative Session.

F204-16
Your statement is included in the public record and will be taken
into account by decision-makers when they consider the proposed
Project.
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F202-1
Paul Kay, representing the Embassy of Australia in Washington,
D.C., submitted this information to the California State Lands
Commission as a supplement to his oral testimony provided at the
Public Hearing afternoon session on April 19, 2006, in Oxnard,
California.

F202-2
Thank you for the information.
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F201-1
As discussed in Section 2.3.1, if a license were issued, it would be
conditioned to require that construction and installation of pipelines
meet the MMS standards per existing or developed agreements
between the MMS and the USDOT PHMSA prior to
commencement of construction activities. This includes any
additional environmental analysis that may be deemed necessary.

F201-2
After discussion between the USCG and MMS representatives in
Washington, D.C. and California, it was determined that collection
of deep penetration data will not be required for the mooring
locations and the pipeline route.

F201-3
Section 3.4.2 has been updated to clarify this issue. Platform Gilda
would not be used in any way for this alternative; it was included
only as a geographic reference point.
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F201-4
The information regarding the HSWRI Grace Mariculture Project
has been deleted.

F201-5
See the response to Comment F201-2.

F201-6
The analysis is based on presently available information; Section
4.11.1.3 contains revised text to clarify this. MM GEO-3c in Section
4.11.4 contains information on final site-specific geotechnical and
seismic hazard studies the Applicant would be required to conduct
prior to construction.

F201-7
The California Geological Society (CGS) has conducted modeling
to estimate peak ground acceleration (Pga), and this information
was used to estimate Pga for the Project area. The information
contained in the internal CalTrans report compares favorably with
CGS data. Because the internal CalTrans report is not readily
available to the public, however, reference to it has been removed
from Section 4.11.1.4.

F201-8
The text in Section 4.11.1.4 has been revised to clarify the three
locations used to estimate peak ground acceleration.

F201-9
See the response to Comment F201-6.
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F201-10
The USCG resolved this issue with MMS during consultation. MMS
has indicated that it already has the geophysical surveys covering
the proposed Project, which meet MMS guidelines.

F201-11
As stated in Impact GEO-5 in Section 4.11.4, the Applicant would
be required to conduct final site-specific geotechnical and seismic
hazard studies prior to construction (MM GEO-3c).

F201-12
Vector analysis in conjunction with the ADIOS oil weathering model
was used after it was determined that General NOAA Oil Modeling
Environment (GNOME) would not be appropriate due to the lack of
site-specific hydrodynamic data.
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F200-1
The Navy and the USCG have now agreed upon LNG tanker routes
for the Cabrillo Port Project to minimize impacts on the offshore
ranges. The routes for other LNG carriers would have to be
negotiated between the Navy and the other Project proponents.

F200-2
Section 2.4.1.2 contains additional information on components of
the proposed and alternative metering stations. Section 2.4.1.5
contains new information on operating procedures for planned gas
blowdown. Section 4.2.9.4 states that the potential impacts on
public safety for the Point Mugu alternate shore crossing would be
similar to those associated with those of the proposed Center Road
Pipeline.
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F200-3
See the response to Comment F200-1.

F200-4
The location of the proposed metering station is illustrated on
Figure 4.8-4a at Milepost 0.0. The metering stations for the
alternative routes would have the same equipment and footprint as
the Ormond Beach Metering Station described in Section 2.4.1.2
and depicted on Figure 2.1-1.

F200-5
Section 2.4.1.2 describes the physical layout of all potential
metering stations. An 8-foot fence would surround the station,
which would include 8-foot blowdown stacks, steel components that
would be less than 10 feet tall, and a 20-foot tall communications
tower.

The locations of the metering station alternatives are provided on
Figure 4.8-4.a. Neither metering station alternative is located on
NBVC Point Mugu.

If either the Arnold Road or Point Mugu Alternatives were to be
implemented, blowdown events at the metering station would be
scheduled in conjunction with the Navy to prevent any disruption of
Navy operations.

F200-6
Section 3.4.3.1 has been revised to clarify where construction and
maintenance activities could occur on NBVC Point Mugu.
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F200-7
Section 4.2 contains revised information on this topic.

F200-8
Section 4.3.1.1 has been revised per the comment.

F200-9
Section 4.3.1.1 has been revised per the comment.
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F200-10
Section 4.3.1.1 contains the provided information.

F200-11
Section 4.20 contains information on the cumulative impacts of
tanker traffic resulting from the Clearwater and Woodside
(OceanWay) projects.

F200-12
Section 4.3.1.1 has been revised per the comment.
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F200-13
A statement was added to indicate that according to the Navy,
tidewater gobies are not present in Mugu Lagoon, and the
requested references have been added.

F200-14
This figure has been updated.

F200-15
This figure has been updated.

F200-16
Section 4.8 has been revised per the comment.

F200-17
Impact GEO-6 contains information on the potential for damage to
nearshore Project pipelines or facilities from tsunamis, and it
acknowledges the potential for tsunami damage to the Ormond
Beach Metering Station. The metering station would be built in
comliance with the laws, regulatory requirements, and plans for
geologic resources listed in Table 4.11-3, including the Uniform
Building Code (UBC) and the California Building Code (CBC). As
stated in Section 2.3.2, "[a] main line valve at the SoCalGas facility
would separate the offshore facilities from the SoCalGas facilities
and would serve as an emergency shutdown valve that would
automatically close to isolate flow between the offshore
transmission pipelines and the SoCalGas system in an
emergency."

F200-18
MM HAZ-2b would require the Applicant to develop and implement
a Hazardous Material Contingency Plan.

F200-19
The revised current and future land use information cited by the
commenter was not available at the time of publication. The only
NBVC land that would be used by the proposed Project would be
the Point Mugu Shore Crossing/Casper Road Pipeline Alternative
(see Section 4.13.5.4).

F200-20
Thank you for the information.

F200-21
Natural gas pipelines exist near, under, and around large airports
all over the world, and many structural and engineering options are
available. If this pipeline route were to be selected, conditions



would be put on the license so that its design and installation would
ensure that Navy planes remain safe.
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F200-22
Section 4.13.5.4 has been updated to clarify that Magazine 800
Row would require Explosives Safety Site Approval.

F200-23
The text has been revised in response to the comment.

F200-24
As the proposed metering station would be entirely within the
Reliant Energy Ormond Beach Generating Station, it would have no
effect on the Navy's operations or mission.

F200-25
As discussed in Section 2.1.4.2, the tallest structure at the metering
station would be the 20-foot communications tower, which would
not affect air operations.

F200-26
Section 4.2 contains information on the likelihood of pipeline
accidents. Because an aircraft accident on land above the pipeline
right-of-way is unlikely and mitigation that would reduce the effects
of any pipeline accident has been incorporated (see AM PS-4a and
MM PS-4c), no additional mitigation is necessary.

F200-27
See the response to Comment F200-21. Table 4.2-4 contains
information on commercial aircraft risk, which indicates an
extremely low likelihood of occurrence.

F200-28
Section 4.8.5 was revised to indicate that a blowdown would be
considered an infrequent or unlikely event. Thus, potential
disturbance of birds at a nearby duck club would be unlikely, and if
it occurred, it would be considered a minor and short-term adverse
impact on the waterfowl. See the response to Comment F200-21.

F200-29
Section 4.18.5.4 has been revised. The NBVC would not be
crossed in the Arnold Road Shore Crossing/Arnold Road Pipeline
Alternative.

F200-30
Section 4.18.5.4 has been revised per the comment.

F200-31
Section 4.20 has been updated.
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F200-32
After consultations between the USCG and the U.S. Navy, the U.S.
Navy agreed that the LNG carrier routes as proposed would be
preferable.
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F205-1
In March 2006, the USCG and MARAD solicited public input on a
Draft General Conformity Determination, which concluded that NOx
emissions generated from Project construction activities in Los
Angeles County were subject to the General Conformity Rule. All
other Project-related emissions were determined not to be subject
to the General Conformity Rule. Subsequent to the issuance of the
Conformity Determination, BHPB provided a written commitment
that all onshore pipeline construction equipment would, to the
extent possible, utilize engines compliant with USEPA Tier 2, 3, or
4 non-road engine standards with Tier 2 being the minimum
standard for any engine.

Project emissions were then reanalyzed to assess the potential
emission reductions associated with the stated commitment and to
reassess the applicability of the General Conformity Rule. The
revised General Conformity analysis concluded that all applicable
Project emissions would be less than de minimis thresholds in both
Ventura and Los Angeles Counties and, therefore, not subject to
the General Conformity Rule. Based on this conclusion, the USCG
and MARAD will not finalize the Draft General Conformity
Determination.

Section 4.6.1.3 and Section 4.6.2 contain revised Project emission
estimates and a revised discussion of the applicability of the
General Conformity Rule to the Project, respectively. Appendix G4
contains a copy of the revised General Conformity analysis.

F205-2
Impact AIR-4 and Impact AIR-5 in Section 4.6.4 have been revised
to provide specific information regarding the Applicant's emissions
reduction programs and their review by the USEPA and the
California Air Resources Board (CARB). As part of air
permit-to-construct application procedures, the Applicant has
committed to the USEPA to achieve emissions reductions (in
addition to reductions inherent to the Project) to an amount equal to
the FSRU's annual NOx emissions. The Applicant has executed
contracts to retrofit two marine vessels (long haul tugs) by replacing
the propulsion engines of each vessel with modern low emitting
engines (Tier 2 compliant diesel-fired engines). At the request of
the USEPA and the CARB, the Applicant conducted source testing
to assist in determining the emission reductions expected as a
result of the retrofits. Both the USEPA and the CARB have
reviewed the results, but there is not yet a consensus on the
estimated emission reductions from the mitigation proposal.

Based on the USEPA's and CARB's estimates, the proposed



Emissions Reduction Program (AM AIR-4a) would provide for NOx
emission reductions greater than the estimated annual NOx
emissions from FSRU equipment and estimated NOx emissions
from operation of LNG carrier offloading equipment. However, the
total emission reductions would be less than the annual NOx
emissions estimated for all operations (FSRU and Project vessels)
in California Coastal Waters, as defined by the CARB. According to
CARB, the emission reduction proposal "represents more than what
would otherwise be required by the current determination of
applicable regulations."

Appendix G9 contains a memorandum from the CARB to the CSLC
on this topic. Electronic copies of the Applicant's reports submitted
to the USEPA that detail the tug retrofits and related emission
reductions are available at
www.epa.gov/region09/liq-natl-gas/cabrillo-air.html.
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F205-2 Continued

F205-3
The Project has been modified since issuance of the March 2006
Revised Draft EIR. See Section 1.4.2 for a summary of Project
changes. A closed loop tempered water cooling system, which
recirculates water, would be used instead of a seawater cooling
system, except during annual maintenance (four days for the
closed loop tempered water cooling system, and four days for the
Moss tanks when the inert gas generator [IGG] would be
operating).

Because seawater would only be used as non-contact cooling
water during these maintenance activities, the volume of seawater
used would be greatly reduced. Seawater would also be used for
ballast. Section 2.2.2.4 describes the proposed seawater uptakes
and uses for the FSRU. Appendix D5 describes seawater intakes
and discharges during Project operations, and Appendix D6
describes the closed loop water system and provides thermal
plume modeling analysis of discharges from the backup seawater
cooling system.

When either the backup seawater cooling system or the IGG are
operating, the temperature of the discharged seawater would be
elevated above ambient temperatures no more than 20°F at the
point of discharge and would be 1.39°F at 300 m from the point of
discharge during the worst case scenario. These thermal
discharges would comply with the California Thermal Plan (see
Sections 4.7.4 and 4.18.4 and Appendix D6).
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F205-4
Tables 4.18-5 and 4.18-6 in Section 4.18 (Water Quality) describe
crossing methods, both proposed and alternate, for each waterbody
on the proposed Center Road Pipeline and the proposed crossing
methods for the Line 225 Pipeline Loop.

F205-5
The project has been modified and horizontal directional boring
would be used for the shore crossing instead of horizontal
directional drilling. As discussed in Section 2.6.1, "[a]t the
conclusion of HDB drilling, any excess drilling fluid and spoils that
are collected through the HDB return system would be disposed of
in accordance with Federal, State, and local regulations. During
initial Project evaluation, the Applicant or its contractor would test to
determine whether any contaminants exist along the HDB drilling
path. Subsurface samples would be collected every 500 to 1,000
feet (152 to 305 m) along the path and analyzed for heavy metals,
total petroleum hydrocarbons, volatile organic compounds, and
semi-volatile organic compounds. If elevated levels of any of these
contaminants were detected in the samples, the excess drilling fluid
and spoils would be disposed of at a licensed hazardous waste
facility. If no contamination were detected, the material would be
disposed of at a conventional approved disposal site according to
Federal, State, and local regulations."

F205-6
The cited text refers to potential onshore locations within the
Channel Islands National Park, and the cited figure indicates the
CINMS Study Area only. Siting the FSRU would not automatically
preclude the Channel Islands National Marine Sanctuary (CINMS)
from expanding its boundaries. The FSRU would be located outside
of the current boundary of the CINMS, and vessels associated with
Cabrillo Port operations would not be expected to enter the CINMS.
Section 4.13.1.1 contains updated information on the status of the
CINMS Management Plan; the CINMS Draft Management
Plan/Draft EIS was released in May 2006. Sections 4.7.1.4,
4.13.2.2, and 4.20.1.5 contain additional information on the
potential expansion of the CINMS boundary, which is not proposed
at this time.

As stated in Section 4.13.1.1, "The National Marine Sanctuaries Act
allows for variations on how restrictively each sanctuary is
managed and allows for a variety of recreational and commercial
activities. The existing CINMS boundaries and all of its proposed
alternative boundaries include parts of the commercial vessel traffic
separation lanes. According to CINMS staff, installation of the
FSRU and pipelines at the proposed location is not inconsistent



with the Sanctuary and would not automatically preclude the
CINMS from expanding its boundaries. However, the potential
presence of the FSRU, together with the results of the
biogeographical assessment, would be considered by the CINMS
when making a final decision on the expansion of its boundaries."

F205-7
Table 4.19-2 was formulated using census block information for
those census blocks that intersect the pipeline route and its buffer.
As stated in Section 4.19.1.1, Minority Population, "It should be
noted, however, that because of the often irregular sizes and
shapes of census blocks, not all residents included in each block
live in close enough proximity to the proposed pipeline route to be
impacted."

Block-level census data were reviewed and no other minority
communities were identified that exceeded the numbers of the
reference community. Table 4.19-3a has been added to Section
4.19 to show more of the census data reviewed regarding minority
communities.

Section 4.19.1.2 discusses a review of census block group data
from the 2000 Census addressing poverty rates along the Center
Road Pipeline Route. This section states that the residents along
the route could have a relatively higher level of poverty than the
reference communities. Section 4.19.4 contains information on
potential disproportionate impacts on low-income populations.
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F205-8
MARAD and the USCG consider Class III impacts to be minor,
short-term, or temporary impacts that under NEPA do not require
mitigation. Project design elements contain features that would
typically be considered mitigation measures.

F205-9
The Project has been modified since issuance of the March 2006
Revised Draft EIR. See Section 1.4.2 for a summary of Project
changes. Section 4.6.1.3 contains revised emissions from Project
construction and operations. These emission estimates incorporate
proposed Project changes and data submitted to the USEPA as
part of the air permit application. Appendices G1 and G2 include
the assumptions and emission factors used to calculate emissions.

F205-10
Section 4.6.1.3 contains additional information on the proposed
operation of the submerged combustion vaporizers (SCVs).
Appendix G1 includes the assumptions used to calculate emissions
from the SCVs.

F205-11
Revisions to Section 4.6.2 clarify the USEPA's determination that
the Ventura County Air Pollution Control District portion of
California's State Implementation Plan contains the applicable air
permitting regulations of the nearest adjacent coastal State, as
required under the Deepwater Port Act.
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F205-11 Continued

F205-12
Section 4.6.4 contains revised information on the air permits
required for the Project pursuant to Ventura County Air Pollution
Control Distict rules.

F205-13
Section 4.6.2 has been revised to clarify that the USEPA has made
a preliminary determination that Rule 26.2 is not applicable to the
Project, but that the Project is not exempt from Rule 26 in its
entirety, specifically that Rule 26.1 through Rule 26.12 apply.

F205-14
Section 4.6.2 has been revised to clarify that USEPA has made a
preliminary determination that the FSRU is not subject to PSD.

F205-15
The Excecutive Summary and Section 4.6 have been revised to
clarify that the USEPA has made a preliminary determination that
the FSRU should be permitted in the same manner as sources on
the Channel Islands that are part of Ventura County, as
distinguished from those in Santa Barbara and Los Angeles
Counties.

F205-16
Section 4.6 contains revisions that clarify the distinctions between
mainland Ventura County and the Channel Islands that are
included in Ventura County.
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F205-16 Continued

F205-17
Section 4.6.1 has been revised to clarify the definition of regions
assessed by the USEPA for air quality designations.
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